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Hellenism, cosmopolitanism, and the role of Babylonian elites in the Seleucid empire Johannes Haubold As Peter Bang has recently argued, the conquests of Alexander the Great gave rise to cosmopolitanism as a force that shaped the political and cultural landscape of the Hellenistic world.
1 Looking at a range of ideas and institutions, from the cosmopolis of the Stoic philosopher Zeno to the library at Alexandria, Bang suggests that Greek culture provided a global framework for imperial rule, and a mechanism for maintaining supra-regional elite networks:
Hellenism, a badge of nobility, produced a cosmopolitan and transregional aristocratic culture tying together elite groups across culturally and linguistically very diverse regions.' 2 Bang stresses that cosmopolitanism after Alexander had a distinctly Greek inflection:
non-Greeks could join in, but only up to a point. 3 The obstacles that prevented them from becoming full members of the Greek cosmopolitan elite can be illustrated with reference to the Letter of Aristeas, a Jewish Greek pamphlet that attempts to validate the translation of the Torah into Greek by attributing it to an initiative of Ptolemy II.
As Bang notes, 1 Bang 2012. 2 Bang 2012: 75. This chapter aims to address that question. It asks what models of integration and participation were available to local elites in states that were universal in aspiration but exclusive in practice. Since non-Greek thinkers have left us no abstract disquisitions on the subject I will focus on the stories, or as we might rather say, the mythologies, that enabled them to relate themselves to the predominantly Greek cosmopolitan culture of the time. My test case is the Babylonian priestly elites under the Seleucid empire, partly because of my own longstanding interest in one of their number (more on him in a moment), but partly also because their example seems to me to be useful for what this volume tries to achieve. 4 Bang 2012: 74-5. 5 Bang 2012: 62, 69; see also Ma 2003. 6 Bang argues that accommodation with non-Greek elites operated within a stable hierarchical system which further emphasised the distance between Greek 'cosmopolitan' and non-Greek 'local' culture; see Bang 2012: 70. 3 My argument is in three parts. I start by looking at Berossos' Babyloniaca as an attempt on the part of a non-Greek intellectual to carve out space for himself and his peers in the wider context of Hellenistic Greek culture. I then argue that Berossos uses this fairly unremarkable project to propose something much more interesting:
according to him, the Seleucid empire relied on two interdependent elite networks, one of them Greek, the other Babylonian. Whereas the Greek 'friends' of the king helped him run his empire, the Chaldean priests of Babylon guarded kingship as an institution. In a third step I show that Berossos' vision of Greco-Babylonian cooperation amounts to more than just wishful thinking: the Seleucid kings themselves integrated Babylon and its traditions of empire into their project of maintaining kingship in Asia.
Cosmopolitan accommodations
Babylonians of the Seleucid period have left behind a rich legacy of cuneiform texts.
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In the previous chapter, Kathryn Stevens looked at some of the distinctly local -and localising -strands that run through this material: men like Anu-uballiṭ/Kephalon acquired Greek names and, we presume, a Greek identity of sorts, but their writings in Akkadian remained firmly grounded in local Mesopotamian tradition. Not everyone wrote in Akkadian, however, and even Akkadian scholars did not do so at all times.
We have only limited evidence of the literature in Aramaic and Greek which Anuuballiṭ and his peers presumably also produced. Tatian calls 'Antiochus' the third king after 'Alexander' (BNJ 680 T 2), which Bach interprets as a reference to the child king Alexander IV. However, it seems implausible that a work dedicated to a Seleucid monarch would have claimed a connection with the problematic child king Alexander IV. In other ways too Antiochus I is the more likely dedicatee, for we know that he took an interest in Babylon since his time as crown prince and regent of the eastern provinces (294-281BC).
5
We do not know why precisely Berossos composed the Babyloniaca. What we do know is that he wrote in Greek and made an effort to address a Greek readership. τοῦτον τὸν θεὸν ἀφελεῖν τὴν ἑαυτοῦ κεφαλήν, καὶ τὸ ῥυὲν αἷμα τοὺς ἄλλους θεοὺς φυρᾶσαι τῆι γῆι, καὶ διαπλάσαι τοὺς ἀνθρώπους· δι᾽ ὃ νοερούς τε εἶναι, καὶ φρονήσεως θείας μετέχειν.
[He reports that] this god cut off his own head, and that the other gods used the spilled blood to moisten the earth and form human beings. And that is the reason, he says, why humans are thinking beings and partake in the divine mind.
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There are uncertainties about the transmitted text of this passage, 17 but there can be no doubt that for Berossos the point of human creation was to make us like the gods. The idea would not have been alien to Babylonian readers: in the Akkadian Poem of the Flood, also known as Atra-ḫasīs, man has understanding (Akk. ṭēmu) because he was formed from a god who possessed this quality. The god's flesh also endows us with a spirit (Akk. eṭemmu), which serves as a memento of the creation process (OB Atraḫasīs I.223-30). Berossos, then, is not making a radical break with Babylonian tradition, but he does deviate from his main source so as to echo Greek philosophy and its project of raising man to a higher state of being.
In one sense, then, Berossos' project was not unlike that of the Letter of Aristeas. He too aimed to insert himself and his peers into the dominant discourse of Greek cosmopolitan elites. Josephus was sufficiently impressed with the result to 16 BNJ 680 F 1b (7).
7 claim, self-servingly, that anyone with an interest in Greek παιδεία was familiar with
Berossos. 18 In truth, Berossos' attempt at cultural grafting was only marginally more successful than that of Aristeas. 19 Bang's basic point still holds: non-Greek intellectuals like Berossos were free to knock on the door of elite Greek culture, but they gained only very limited access to it. Berossos failed to break into the canon of Greek παιδεία, and it is unlikely that he secured for himself, or his Babylonian peers, the status of royal 'friend', φίλος.
Chaldeans and friends of the king
The 'friends' of the king represented the social, cultural and military backbone of the Berossos introduces two key players, aside from the king himself: the king's officials -his 'friends' in Seleucid parlance -are at the forefront of imperial expansion. By contrast, the Chaldeans 'preserve kingship' back in Babylon. In their own way, both groups strive to secure the πράγματα of the king, though they do so in different ways.
Berossos portrays the φίλοι as close to the king, and as directly involved in his ventures. For better or worse, they play a crucial role in determining the fortunes of 29 Polybius 4.48.9-10. 30 For Berossos using Seleucid language and ideas to describe the Neo-Babylonian empire see also Dillery 2013 , Dillery 2015 the empire, enabling Nebuchadnezzar's accession to power but also murdering the infant king Labashi-Marduk later in book 3:
τούτου υἱὸς Λαβοροσοάρχοδος ἐκυρίευσε μὲν τῆς βασιλείας παῖς ὢν μῆνας θ, ἐπιβουλευθεὶς δὲ διὰ τὸ πολλὰ ἐμφαίνειν κακοήθη ὑπὸ τῶν φίλων ἀπετυμπανίσθη.
His son Labashi-Marduk was king for nine months, while he was still a child.
Because he displayed much wickedness, the friends plotted against him and put him to death.
31
Berossos explains that there were good reasons for this unwholesome intervention (the baby king was κακοήθης, 'depraved'), but the fact remains that the murder of a legitimate monarch is not only a problem in its own right, but also leads on to the demise of the Neo-Babylonian dynasty as a whole. For, as Berossos explains, the φίλος who took over from Labashi-Marduk under such murky circumstances was Nabonidus, the last of the Neo-Babylonian kings.
In the Babyloniaca, then, the friends of the king intervene very directly in the affairs of the empire, and not always in a salutary way. By contrast, the Chaldeans represent, and protect, an inherited order that is in principle unchangeable. Prima facie that seems unlikely, given the gap in culture and outlook between the Babylonian temples and Seleucid Greeks. To the Greeks, the Babylonians were 'barbarians', a notion which could accommodate respect for their esoteric wisdom but otherwise left little room for cultural rapprochement. Aristotle, for one, had no qualms about declaring all barbarians natural slaves. 35 Babylonian authors tend to be more his wars were not just acts of bravado but signalled a restoration of the empire after decades of uncertainty. Now that his aims had turned out to be unattainable, the future of the empire as a whole, its very shape and purpose, came into question. How bad things had got may be seen from the fact that, just a few months later, Antiochus was dead, killed while attempting to press money from a temple in Elam. But first he visited Babylon.
The episode is recorded in loving detail in an Astronomical Diary of 188/7
BC. 41 The Astronomical Diaries were a curious set of texts which recorded routine celestial observations but also included notes on the weather, the economy and brief 40 Ma 1999: ch. 1; but see Kosmin 2014: ch. 5 for the Greek campaign as a war of expansion.
41 AD -187 (Sachs and Hunger).
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accounts of important political events. 42 The passage about Antiochus' visit to
Babylon is precisely such an account, though it is exceptionally long and detailed:
clearly, Antiochus' visit was of some importance -at least from a Babylonian perspective. The result of all this attention to detail is an amazingly rich text, and one which would deserve a paper all of its own. Here I want to focus on just two of the objects that are presented to Antiochus in the course of his visit: a 1,000 shekel crown made of gold, and the cloak of Nebuchadnezzar.
To take the crown first, John Ma points out that crowns constituted a standard way of honouring victorious kings in the Hellenistic world, often combining symbolic value with very real material worth. 43 Antiochus, of course, was far from victorious at this point in time, and he desperately needed money. Under such circumstances, it was relevant that the Babylonian crown had a significant value, as the author of the Diary stresses. But at least equally important was the symbolic significance of the object: the top official (šatammu) and governing assembly of the Esagila bestowed on Antiochus a powerful token of kingship. In so doing, they expressed not only their own continued allegiance to the king but also that of the city of Babylon andpresumably -much of the surrounding territory besides.
44
This is a stunning gesture, but there is more to come. After the 1,000 shekel crown, and a series of other gifts, the narrative culminates in the cloak of 43 Ma 1999: 204. 44 For the šatammu and the assembly of the Esagila see Clancier 2012. is not simply handed to Antiochus but recovered from the archives of Babylon, where it had been stored for safekeeping since the days of Nebuchadnezzar. This is not just a piece of clothing, however precious. Rather, it is a token of precisely the mythology of elite interaction that I have been discussing in this chapter: the king has fought a war, with the help of his (Greek) φίλοι. But now something else is needed, something that only the Chaldeans can provide.
It is not entirely clear what Antiochus does with the cloak of Nebuchadnezzar
-perhaps he puts it on, or perhaps he merely marvels at it. Either way, the king accepts his place in the tradition of universal kingship which Berossos describes, and he also accepts the peculiar role of the Chaldeans at the heart of his empire: these men
were not close to him personally or culturally, and he is not likely to have encountered them on a regular basis. But when the king's fortunes were at their lowest ebb, they had something to offer that not even the king's most loyal courtiers could provide: a war had been lost, but the kingdom had been maintained.
Conclusion
Scholars have often suggested that the Seleucid empire was held together -to the extent that it did hold together -by discrete acts of accommodation between a cosmopolitan Greek centre and non-Greek local elites. 45 The picture that emerges is one of integration through subordination, to use the conceptual framework proposed by the editors of this volume. 46 In this chapter, I have argued for a rather more complex alliance of the local and the global. Defining tokens of empire -objects as well as stories -were kept in the archives of Babylon whence they could be retrieved 45 For an eloquent articulation of this view see Ma 1999 Ma , 2003 Above, pp. 000-000.
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at times of crisis. The Chaldeans as guardians of the archives thus came to see themselves, and to be seen by their Greek masters, as guardians of kingship par excellence, alongside the ruling elites of the king's 'friends'. Berossos explained to the Seleucids how this situation had arisen and how it could work for them; and in broad outlines at least, they seem to have embraced it.
To be sure, the Seleucids did not elevate Babylonian culture to the same level as Greek, nor did they attempt to create a composite ruling class of the sort that might impress historians of the later Roman Empire. 47 But they too grappled with the challenge of holding together a disparate empire. Berossos' mythology of the king, his 'friends' and the Chaldeaeans suggests a fully-worked out model of elite participation which we see reflected in historical events such as Antiochus III's visit to Babylon.
What Babylonians thought about their role in the Seleucid Empire clearly mattered to the Seleucids, and it should matter to us too: we need to know more about the stories 
